The Physics Teacher ◆ Vol. 52, September 2014 letters to the editor ments were taken over the range from the freezing point to the boiling point of water, and the resistance was plotted as a function of temperature. The data fell on a good straight line with relatively small scatter, and the least-squares slope was calculated using a computer-plotting program. The temperature coefficient of resistance is the slope of this line.
Why was this experiment a success? Students told me that they enjoyed making the sample, and quite liked doing a small amount of soldering, which most of them had previously regarded as a black art. The temperature coefficient could be compared with handbook values, but the value of the experiment lay in the experience of doing it. Attraction of water using a charged rod I found the article by Slisko et al. on "Electrostatic Deformation of Liquid Surfaces by a Charged Rod and a Van de Graaff Generator" 1 quite interesting, and it reminded me of an experiment I did several years ago (and published in this journal). 2 The question being addressed was why an object floating on a liquid (water), whether by surface tension or by buoyancy, would in some cases be attracted to a charged rod and in other cases repelled. The answer is that the charged rod can attract the liquid and cause a mound on the surface; in fact, that mounding of the liquid surface can be readily imaged, in our case using an overhead projector and a clear grid-the curved surface of the liquid makes an effective lens. A rubbed plastic or glass rod holds sufficient charge for the effect to be seen, no Van de Graaff needed (humidity permitting). One might even be able to estimate the charge on the rod from the force balance between the electrostatic attraction and the force of gravity against which the liquid is raised: the diameter of the mound can be clearly seen, using an overhead, and the height may be estimated by estimating focal length of the liquid "lens. " 
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A different sort of Wheatstone bridge experiment
The analysis and use of the Wheatstone bridge seems to be passing out of the physics curriculum. The conundrum was always whether one did an experiment about the bridge itself or used it as a black box, much in the same way that students use oscilloscopes and function generators in the laboratory. Earlier in my career I developed an experiment for the introductory course that used the bridge in a quasi-research fashion, and this proved to be the most interesting experiment of the semester, especially for the premedical students.
The problem that I set for them was determining the temperature coefficient of resistance of copper. Since copper is a good conductor at room temperature, it was necessary to have the samples in the form of long, thin wires. We used 1-m lengths of #40 copper wire (this had a diameter of 0.0799 mm and a resistance of 4.331 ohm/m). The insulation was removed from the ends of the wire by dipping them for a short distance into formic acid and then wiping off the softened enamel. Thick, insulated copper wires were soldered to the two ends of the thin wire, and the joints were insulated and made waterproof using bits of masking tape. The wire was then doubled over and wound around the bulb of a mercury thermometer; more masking tape tabs held it in place.
I had acquired a number of Leeds & Northrup test sets (Fig. 1 ). These were able to measure absolute resistance to only 1%, but were quite good at measuring changes in resistance. The heavy copper wires were attached to the input terminals of the bridge, and the thermometer bulb and copper wire sample placed in a beaker of water. Resistance measure- 
